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. The author considers the effects of President Ronald
Reagan's proposed ‘federal budget programs on handicapped education.
Following an explanation of "block grants" “is a section addressing
the Supplemental Appropriations and Rescission Act,of 1981 {P.L.

- 97-12) which rescinded $76,819,000 from 10 educar1on for the
handicapped programs, earmarked $25,000°,000 for preschool incentive
grants, and rescinded $12.1 million ffom Rehabilitative Services and

. Handicapped Research. Discussed next are.the First Concurrent
Resolution on the Budget, FY 1982 which mandated spending reductions
of appraximately $36 million ‘through use: of the reconciliation
‘process; and the Department of Labor, Health and“Human Services, and
Education, and Related Agencies Appropriation Bill, 1982 (H.R. 4560)
wh1ch~provades $1.068 billion for hand1capped educat1on programs. It
is pointed out that reconciliation requires the setting of budget

- author1zat1q%hcefi1ngs and pits program,aga1nst program and special
interest agaihst special interest. (SB)
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: . . ‘e
Introduction ' 7

January 20, 1981 ushered in a new conservative Republican Administration which

~

had a stated goal of neducing Federal government spending. Immediately upon taking
office, President Ronald Reagan proceeded to enact his party platform. His recommend-
ations have had a profound impact on the Nation's economy. With regard to education

of the handicapped, the proposals had particular significance. ~

On Febma}y 18 and Mareh 10, 1981, President Reagan submitted his "Program
for Economic Recovery" to the Congress. As a part of his program, the President
, L/ -
proposed a consolidation of all or part of over 45 separate Federal elementary and

N secondary education programs into two "block grant" programs --- one to the states .

k4 -

and one to local education agencies (LEA's).” The intent o[f the btock grants was to
shift control over education policy away from the federal government to state and

xr 3

local authorities.

Y
b

¥ . | Among the 35 separate pro.grams recoj'rnmended for the state block grant was
the Edhcation of the Handicapped program. Set/en handicapped education programs,
with F?1981 budget author;ty of $108.4 million, were 1ncluded in this block grant,
They are: severely handicapped projects, regional resources centerS° early childhood
education; regional vocational, adult, and postsecondary programs, handlcapped innovation

and development; spec1al education personnel development, and gifted and talented.

The local edutation agency block grant contained to handicapped education
. . programs with FY 1981 budget authority of $947.0 million. These are the handicapped -

o

« % ! A
state grart programs and the preschool incentiQ/é grants for the handicapped.

Budget authorlty for the block grants in FY1982‘was to be 80 percent of the

sum of the comblned prograns in FY1981. The Admlnlstratlon antxcxpated that the

‘
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reduced funding levels would be offset by more efficient management generating
N ’ .
from the increased 1atitude given to state and local governments to tailor education

-

programs tosuit the particular needs of children in their districts, - . 3

As you know, the Reconciliation Act (P.L. 97-35) does nét idclude handicapped
education programs in the education block‘grant program. Opposition to their inclusion

came primarily from two Republfg:an Senators on the Labor and Human Resources
i, . o
Committee. However, persons interested in handicapped education should monitor

~ implementation of Section 564 which requ1res the governor to appoint an adwsory

commxttee which will be responsxble for advising the state educatlonal agency on

a

the allocatlon of 20 percent of a state's allotment of the state block grant. This

committee's membership must be representative of — . \

1. public and private elementary and secondary school children;
. * L4

2,  classroom teacﬁers; ;

$0 "
.

3. parents of elementary and secondary school children; <

. Ve -

r 4. , local boards of education; =«

{
i

5. local and regional school admmlszrators (1nclud1ng pr1nc1pals and
supermtendents)

] -
-

6.  institutions of higher education; and &

7.  the state legislature.

.

‘ ' !

— Finally, the issue of block grants is'not over. President Iieagan has stated that

[ A
he intends to con'tinue to pursue blqck grants for almost all educatlon programs

“ ot

. »

‘t
1)

- By

When Presidént Reagan submitted His economxc program, he also submltted

Tt

Supplementals and Rescissions p ty

4

proposals for a supplemental approprlatxon and rescission b.lll. The "Supplementai

o

Appropriations and Rescission Act of 1981" (P.L. 97-12) was approved by both Hous_es

. e - {
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on June &4, 1981, and signed into la<the follo\\}ipg day. P.L. 97-12.rescinded $76,819,000

from ten education for the handicapped progra;ns.

State grant program ( -$ 47,500,000
Severely handicapped - 625,000
Early childhood - 2,500,000 (
Regional, vocational, and .
adult and postsecondary
w Programs - 1,050,000
. Innovation and development - 5,000,000
R Media services and captloned
v » films - 2,000,000 T
Regional resource centers - 2,094,000.
Recruitment and information - 250,000 ,
Special education pérsonnel .
development - 14,500,000 o )

Special studies - 1,300,000 ’

House-Senate conferees directed that the funds appropr1ated for specxal education
personnel development be equitably dlstrlbuted among the 50 states by renegotlatmg
prop;ortlor;ai reductgons in the contracts of-t‘he cycle propjects already approved, and

making comparable percentage reductions in the new qualifying proposals for the

'

states on the current cycle. Further, the conferees expected that the parent training

programs operated by parent coalitions would be funded as planned for FY1981. The a

. legi’%lation also earmarked $25,000,000 for section 619 of the Education of the Handicapped

{ \
Act (pre-school incentive grants). ' ) . ‘ o

* .

P.L. 97-12 also rescinded $12.1 million from Rehabilitation Services and Handicapped

Research. o ‘ : o ' !

\
. ¢ .

Fggt Budget Resolution T .l ‘

" Under the "Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 (P. L.
93-344), Congress must approve tge flrst concurrent resolution on the budget. The a
concurrent resolution sets forth the i’ollowmg. , . n

1. the appropriate levels of total budget authorlty and outlays for the next .

fiscal year, both in the aggregate and for each major functional category
of the budget; . ’

2. the appropriate budget surplus or defjcit tor the:next fiscal year;

” ' A . .
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3. the recommended level of Federal revenues and recommended increases \ .
or decieases in revenues to be reported by appropriate committees; ’

4, the appropriate level of the public debt and recommended increases or
" decreases to be reported by approptiate committees; and

\\

5. any other matters deerned appropriate to the congressional budget process.
The'first budget r;olution fpr a given fiscal year establishes targets for budget
authorit.y and outlays for each of the major functional categories, as well as for the
five major budget aggregates --- revenues, budget authority, outlays, deficit and
public debt. These budget targets, which represent a congressional determination
of appropriate fiscal policy and national budget priorities, are intended _to gui_d_e_ the
Congress in its subsequent spending .and revenue decisions. When Congress adopts
the second concurrent budget resolution on September 15, the aggregate budggt '
author1ty and outlay levels become binding ceilings, and the revenue level becomest

v

a binding floor.

P

However, Congress did not strictly follow this procedure. The "First Concurrent
Resolution on the Budget, FY1982% (H. Con. Res. I15 — Gramm-Latta I) mandated \
FY 1982 spending reductions of approxxmately $36 billlon through use of the reconciliation
process. In general, reconoxliation language directs one or more committees of the

Congress to submlt legislation increasmg or decreasing revenues, spending or the

-

limit on the public debt. The purpose of the reconciliation process is to require committees

to implement the spending and tax policy decisions agreed to in the budget resolution.
: “ ’

|
Handicapped education falls under the e Education and Labor Committee

o~ "

and tHe Senate Labor and Human Resources Co}n ittee. H.Con.Res. 115 required

the following reconciliation action by these committees for FY1982.

Billions - e
R BA 0 :
Labor and Human Resources . -$ 10,492 -$ 8,225 -
Education and Labor B .- =$10,136 -$8,138 . 9w




.

The "Omnfbus Butiget Reconciliation Act of 1981" (P.L. 97-35), sumetimes called
Graq_wru-Latta 11, .is the results of the mandated budget reductions.” Education for
the Handicapped programs went from an FY 1981 budget authority of $1.1 bil!iorm to S1.15
. biltiort in FY1982 and $1.198 billion in FYi983 Rehabilitation services went from
an FY 1981-budget authority of $965.9 million to $1.009 bxlhon in FY1982 and $1 054
. billion in FY1983. Obviously, this action did not reduce budget authorlty, but these

programs are by no means immune to future budget action.

S \
-

éppropri‘atiens
On October 6; 1981, the House, by voice vote, approved H.R. 4560 "Department

of Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education, an%Related Agencies Appropriation

Bill, 1982" (H. Rpt. 97-251). H R. 4560 provides ‘$1.068 bitlion for handicapped education

prbgram’s’;n FY1982,7an increase of $177.7 million over the budget request and $42.9

mxlhon over the amount avaxlable for FY1981. Rehabilitation services and handicapped

.

' research were provided $953.7 million, an increase of $229.3 million over the budget

request, but the same amount available for FY1981. .

The action by the House is not in line with the Administration's latest request
presented on September 24 by President Reagan in a nationally televised adfiress®

He is proposing a 12 percent across-the-board reduction in all discretio ry domestic

- °

programs; this reduction is based upon the March 10, 1981, budge;t submission. The -
.President is threatening to veto H.R. 4560 because its $87.3 billion total is $3 to
$4 billion above his latést request. ' "

The September budget broposals request $783.5 million for handicapped education

pregram‘s ang $757.6 million-for. rehabilitation services and handicapped research.

+
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# Handicapped Programs, the Budget@nd the Future 4 .
- — .

. ¥ . ..
Until' 1981, most people had never heard of the term "reconciliatxOn." Besides

the general definition presented earlier, it has another dimension. Reconciliation

/

.requires the seftipg of budget authorization cellmgs under whu\:h all programs must

, fall. Worse yet, 1t pits program against program and spec1al interest against speual

7

interest. - -

.For example, during consideration of recont:iliatiort legislation in the Senate,
Jesse Helms (R-N C.) offered an amendment, which sought to restore $ll 5 million
to fundmg for Gallaudet College and $12. 5 milliop.to fundlng for the*National Techmcal
Inst1tute for the Deaf for fiscal years 1982 and 1983 by shlftlng these funds from -
. - education of the handlcapped programs. The amendment,was de51gned to help meet

the special heeds of those children born with hearing deficiencies as a result of the

©

rubella epidemic which swept the country bet(ween 1963 and 1965. The amendment

- *

only'received 32 votes. °

r N

«

Moreover, this year reconciliation was used hot only to reduce the budget but _

to create new programs. These included block grapts for sdciy| services, community

b

services, health, and educatlon, as well asa $30 million famlly life demonstration -

-

program (commonly called the teenage chastlty program).

- .
President R'eagan has.made it clear that he in_tends to drastically reduce Federal

«

spending. When all the compromises'which led to passage of the Reconciliation Act
were complete, everyone mlstakenly assumed that the' budget cuttxng crusade was

over. Nothing could be further from the truth. The A/m’mlstratlon d1d not st1pulate ",‘
thrat 1t would seek appropriations et authorized levels. Furthermore, it was clear

. that additional as yet unspeciﬂe‘d cuts would‘ be idéntified. . B ) .
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I3 In short the future for edhcatnon of the handncapped programs is not good\
There wrll be additional budget cut proposals eSpeC1ally in January 1982, Those who

are concerned about educatlon of t~he ,handicapped programs will find themsélyes

~

-lobbying against child and maternal health elementary and secondary educatlon,

postsecondary educatlon, etc. Each 1nterest group w1ll present its prograryas a notable
Id [
""and special one. Yet everyone will end up acting like crabs in a barrel --- pulllhg
. é t

@ \

P's

3
v

4 . . v

The surv1val of these programs will depend almost excluswely on thesability

the leader)down in order to advance and» no one will. . !

«~ 0f all those 1nterested in domestic programs tc}coalescé around some sound budget
/
recom‘mendatlons. Simply fighting any. budget reductions w1ll not succeed. And whether
~

these groups can coalesce ’re,mams to be deen, y

.
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